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REMARKS 

No claims are amended. Claims 1-20 remain pending. Please reconsider th s claims 
in light of the following Temarks. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Claims 1-7, 18, and 19 arc allowed. 

Claim 17 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but ; $ 
otherwise indicated to be allowable if rewritten in independent form to include all t he features 
of its base claim (claim 8). At this time, the applicant wishes to maintain claim 17 in its 
present form so that the arguments that appear below in regard to claim 8 may be f illy 
considered. 

Claim Rejections, 35 USC § 102 

Claims 8-16 and 20 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 102(b) as being anticipate 1 by U.S. 

Patent No. 4,709,370 to Bednarz ("Bednarz"). The applicant disagrees. 

Claim 8 recites, in its entirety: 

A circuit comprising: 

at least two inputs; 

a first transistor connected to a first input of said at least tw o inputs; 
a second transistor connected to a second input of said at le ist two 

inputs; 

a first current source connected to said first and second tra\ sistors 
and configured to generate a first amount of current; and 

a second current source connected to said second transistor and 
configured to generate a second amount of current, wherein the sec ond 
amount of current and a third amount of current substantially equa ' to the 
second amount of current less the first amount of current is configu "ed to be 
delivered to a device. 

It is alleged that Bednarz 1 constant current source 56 is the recited first cun ent source 
and that Bednarz* constant current source 68 is the recited second current source, f this 
hypothesis is true, then the recited first amount of current must be Im (FIG, 3; coll mn 4, lines 
1-3) since claim I requires that the first current source generate a first amount of c arrent. 
Similarly, the recited second amount of current must be Ip2 (FIG. 3; column 3, lint s 67-68) 
since claim 8 requires that the second current source generate a second amount of current. 
Bednarz teaches (and the Examiner agrees) that the currents l P i and I P2 are substar tially equal 
(column 3, lines 67-68 to column 4, line 1). 
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However, if the currents I P i and 1 P2 are substantially equal, then the recited third 
amount of current must be substantially zero, since claim 8 defines the third amom it of 
current as the second amount of current less the first amount of current. 

Claim 8 also requires that the second amount of current and the third amou it of 
current be delivered to the device. As was shown above, if the recited second curr ait source 
is Bednarz' constant current source 68, then according to the features o f claim 8 th ? second 
amount of current must be I P2 and the third amount of current must be substantial!: * zero. 
However, Bednarz clearly teaches that the laser diode 58 draws either a current th: .t is equal 
to a bias current I B or a current that is equal to the bias current I B plus the pulse cu rent I P2 
(FIG. 3; column 5, lines 20-21 and lines 32-34). 

Obviously, since neither of the currents I B or (I B + Ipa) is substantially equ* 1 to I Pl or 
zero 3 it must follow that, contrary to claim 8, the original hypothesis that Bednarz' constant 
current source 56 is the recited second current source i$ wrong. 

On the other hand, it might be hypothesized that Bednarz 1 bias current sou: ce 66, 
which provides a constant current I B (FIG. 3; column 3, lines 65-66) is the second current 
source as recited in claim 8. 

In this case the recited first amount of current remains I P1 (which is sub$ta itially equal 
to 1 P2 ) and the recited second amount of current becomes I B . According to claim f , the 
recited third amount of current must then be equal to I a - I PI . However, as explai led above, 
Bednarz teaches that when the circuit of FIG. 3 is operative the laser diode 58 dra *s either a 
current that is equal to a bias current I B or a current that is equal to the bias curren t I B plus the 
pulse current I P2 (FIG. 3; column 5, lines 20-21 and lines 32-34; emphasis added) 

Since the alleged third amount of current (I B - Ipi) or (Ib - I P2 ) cannot be t qual to the 
bias current plus the pulse current (I B + In), the original hypothesis that Bednar/ bias current 
source 66 is the recited second current source must also be incorrect. 

As required by claim 8, only the constant current source 68 and the bias <r irrent 
source 66 could possibly be the recited second current source, since only they are connected 
to the alleged second transistor 52 (FIG. 3), However, it was shown in the arguir ents above 
that neither one of them can be the recited second current source because, contrai y to claim 8, 
each of them fails to deliver to a device a second amount of current and a third ar lount of 
current substantially equal to the second amount of current less the first amount c f current. 
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Consequently, Bednarz fails to anticipate claim 8 because it does not teach he 
identical invention in as complete detail as is contained in the claim. MPEP 2131, citing 
Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co. . 868 F.2d 1226, 1236 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

Claims 9-17 and 20 depend from claim 8, and inherently contain the featurt s of claim 
8. Consequently, Bednarz also fails to anticipate claims 9-17 and 20 for at least th< < reasons 
presented above. MPEP 2131. 
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Conclusion 

For the above reasons, the applicant believes that claims 8-17 and 20 shoulc be 
allowed along with claims 1-7, 18, and 19. Please contact the undersigned at (503) 222-3613 
if it appears that an interview would be helpful in advancing the case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLO vl, P.C. 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P,C. 

1030 SW Morrison Street 

Portland, OR 97205 

503-222-3613 

Customer No. 20575 



Todd J. Iverson 
Reg. No. 53,057 
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I hereby certify that this corresponds e is being 
transmitted to the U.S. Patent and TVac emark 
Office via facsimile number (703) 872 .0306, on 
January 20, 2005. 



Signature 




Marissa Thomas 
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